Characteristics of a Good Reviewer
surveyed reviewers of 345 manuscripts submitted to the British Medical Journal to determine their characteristics. They then compared these characteristics with the quality of the reviews, which was assessed independently by 3 people using a 7-item review quality instrument. Five characteristics were associated with better review quality (P < 0.05): 1) age-the younger the better (R 2 = 0.03); 2) residence in North America (R 2 = 0.02); 3) training in epidemiology or statistics (R 2 = 0.04); 4) being a current research investigator (R 2 = 0.006); and 5) not being a member of the editorial board (R 2 = 0.011). Together, these characteristics explained only 8% of the variation and therefore do not provide a great deal of direction for editors. I believe that most editors would consider the following characteristics to be important: expertise in the specific field, recent publication record, knowledge of one's own limitations, and the ability to complete the review in the required time frame.
How to Review
Because it has been assumed that expert scientists know how to express their opinions, they are generally not taught how to peer review. Callaham and others (1998) compared a self-selected group of experienced reviewers (N = 39) who attended a 4-hour workshop on peer review to matched controls and found no effect on subsequent performance as measured by editors' review quality ratings. Editors, however, usually provide some review guidelines for their publications. If reviewers follow these carefully, editors are usually satisfied with the results.
The quality of a review can affect the timeliness, professionalism, and quality of an article. Feurer and others (1994) , reviewers for the Journal of Interventional Radiology, developed a rating scale to evaluate the peer review of manuscripts. To achieve the highest rating on their scale, a review must 1) be returned within 3 weeks; 2) address each section in the narra-tive; 3) contain a valuable, logical, and accurate summary and/or recommendation regarding publication; 4) include new insights or perspectives on the topic; 5) offer supporting references; 6) follow reviewing etiquette; and 7) include a completed review guide form, if provided. According to these authors, proper reviewer etiquette means that a reviewer will not identify himself or herself, the comments will not be acrimonious and will be transmissible to the author, and the reviewer will not write on the manuscript.
Most reviewers spend approximately 2 to 4 hours completing reviews. Black and others (1994) found that review quality improved with increased time spent on a review up to about 3 hours, but not beyond.
Peer Reviewology
The study of peer review appears to have become a scientific field in itself. Four International Congresses on Peer Review in Biomedical Publication have been held. The entire 5 June 2002 issue of JAMA contains manuscripts submitted following presentation at the last congress held in Barcelona, Spain, in September 2001. Some conclusions drawn from these presentations are somewhat controversial and difficult to accept, given our entrenched reliance on the peer review process. I present them here for your contemplation:
• Written feedback to reviewers (i.e., sending back the decision letter and copies of other reviews) did not improve reviewer performance (Callaham and others 2002) . • "Editorial peer review, although widely used, is largely untested and its effects are uncertain" (Jefferson and others 2002, p 2784) .
• Author satisfaction with the peer review process "is associated with acceptance but not with review quality" (Weber and others 2002, p 2790) .
Despite these findings, peer review is deeply ingrained in the scientific process and the structure of academia. I feel certain that editors will continue to use it. For Biological Research for Nursing, peer review is absolutely critical because the content of the manuscripts is so diverse. No one editor could possibly make knowledgeable publication decisions without the assistance of experts in the field.
